WASHI NGTON METROPCLI TAN AREA TRANSI T COWM SSI ON
SI LVER SPRI NG MARYLAND

ORDER NO. 15, 443

IN THE MATTER OF: Served March 9, 2015
EXACT ENTERPRI SES | NC., Suspension ) Case No. MP-2015-029
and I nvestigation of Revocation of )
Certificate No. 1249 )
Certificate No. 1249 was automatically suspended under

Regul ation No. 58-12 on February 4, 2015, for respondent’s wllful
failure to mamintain conpliance with the insurance requirenents in
Regul ati on No. 58. Order No. 15,377, served February 4, 2015, noted
that Certificate No. 1249 would be subject to revocation if respondent
failed to file the necessary insurance endorsenent(s) and pay a $100
late fee on or before March 6, 2015. Respondent has yet to file the
necessary insurance endorsenent(s) and pay the |ate fee.

Under Regulation No. 58-15(a): “Upon a carrier’s failure to
comply tinely with a suspension order issued under Regul ation No. 58-
12, and as soon as practicable thereafter, the Executive Director
shall issue an order revoking the carrier’'s operating authority or
shall refer the matter for consideration by the Conm ssioners.”

In a letter submtted March 2, 2015, respondent has requested a
60-day extension of the March 6 deadline on the ground that respondent
is “financially wunable” to acquire the nininum insurance required
under Regul ati on No. 58.

According to Commission Rule No. 7-05: “Except when fixed by
statute, whenever by any . . . order of the Commission, . . . an act
is required or allowed to be done at or in a specified time, the tine
fixed or the period of time prescribed may for good cause be extended
by the Executive Director . . . .7 The March 6 deadline in Oder
No. 15,377 is not fixed by statute.

Good cause for extending the 30-day deadline for avoiding
revocation of a certificate of authority automatically suspended under
Regul ati on No. 58-12 consists of evidence of inmnent conpliance with
Regul ation No. 58.* In this proceeding, the only “evidence” on this
point is the unsworn statenent of respondent’s “Qperation Manager”
Rufin Toko Sine. According to M. Sinme, the extension will “help us
to strengthen our financial capability and insure our revenue vehicles
within extended tine.” M. Sinme, who assures the Comm ssion that

YIn re Transcom Inc., No. MP-13-108, Order No. 14,306 (COct. 24, 2013); In
re Senate Transp. Servs. Corp., No. MP-13-100, Oder No. 14,305 (Cct. 24,
2013).



respondent has ceased operating as required by Regulation No. 58-12
and Order No. 15,377, does not explain how, in the absence of any

revenue comng in, the nmere passage of tinme will enable respondent to
obtain the insurance it can |onger afford. I ndeed, he concludes by
expressing the “hope” that 2015 will prove to be nore prosperous.

Hope i s not evidence.

Because M. Sinme’'s statenent is not sworn as required by Rule
No. 4-06 and does not state any facts that would support a finding of
i mi nent conpliance with Regulation No. 58, Certificate No. 1249 shall
be revoked in accordance with Regul ation No. 58-15(a).

THEREFORE, | T | S ORDERED:
1. That Certificate of Authority No. 1249 is hereby revoked.

2. That the $100 late insurance fee shall remain due in
accordance with Regul ati on No. 67.

3. That within 30 days from the date of this order respondent
shal | :

a. renove from respondent’s vehicle(s) the identification
pl aced thereon pursuant to Commi ssion Regul ation No. 61;

b. file a notarized affidavit and supporting photograph(s)
with the Conmssion verifying conpliance wth the
precedi ng requirenent; and

c. surrender Certificate No. 1249 to the Conm ssion.

FOR THE COW SSI ON:

WlliamsS. Mrrow, Jr.
Executi ve Director



